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SummarySummary

Certain comments, including those of the Newspaper Association of America, assert that there 

have been changes in the media marketplace over the last thirty years, even more profound in the just 

the last three, that somehow render logical analysis of local media ownership obsolete. Generally ignor-

ing the historic waves of consolidation, they describe a transformation of media due to almost magical 

properties of the Internet. The pace and scope of this so-called “transformation” have brought forth an

interesting assortment of adjectives and adverbs, including: “rapidly, exponentially, undeniably, dizzy-

ingly, ever-expanding, ever-accelerating, head-spinning, dramatically.” One ironic testament cited to 

support this world-view is the use of websites and e-mail to inform citizens about the last ownership 

proceedings, in spite of the comprehensive traditional media blackout, and the actions of those in-

formed citizens using the Internet to fi le their comments with the FCC. They submit that the Internet has 

attracted the attention of the masses, capital from Wall Street and an expanding sliver of the advertising 

pie. The web of interconnected computers has, according to certain testimony, even made broadcast 

spectrum less scarce. The relative audience reach of a media property, and its corresponding local mar-

ket share, should now be irrelevant to the FCC and the world, because there are now too many websites 

to list by name. In short, everything has changed.

 This story is much different than the one these companies tell their advertisers, bankers and Wall 

Street analysts. To the audience that feeds them, local market dominance can and must be measured. 

The statistics these commenters show to that crowd demonstrate that the local daily newspaper main-

tains a monopoly on its community market in both the traffi c of ideas and the collection of advertising 

receipts. On Main Street, they provide expensive, proprietary website data to prove that their online 
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franchise also dominates in local traffi c, expanding the scope and size of their readership and channel-

ing new streams of advertising revenue. In the local market, their website is the place to be, and contin-

ued growth in their brand is the best place to buy stock.

 MACPA and the free community paper industry compete with the proponents of cross-media 

consolidation every day on Main Street. We keep Guttenberg’s print legacy alive and relevant, embrac-

ing free and fair competition often from the short end of the stick. In doing so we provide a service to 

our communities and an essential resource for local business, the lifeblood of our collective economies. 

We submit that the more some things have changed the more some things stay the same, including the 

trend toward greater consolidation in local media. As ownership shrinks to fewer and fewer capitalized 

concerns, some argue for new cross-media acquisition opportunities. Even as they lament their stock 

prices, they propose pulling local media from community reliance and subjecting them to the same 

whims of Wall Street. Any tampering with the newspaper-broadcast cross-ownership rules will trigger 

an unprecedented wave of cross-media consolidation, strangling the remaining competition and putting 

local economies at serious risk.
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To: The Commission

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE
MID-ATLANTIC COMMUNITY PAPERS ASSOCIATION

The Mid-Atlantic Community Papers Association (“MACPA”)1, by its consultant, hereby submits this 

reply in response to certain comments on the Commission’s Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in 

this proceeding. In the Further Notice, the Commission sought comment on whether, and if, to what ex-

tent, the Commission should revise the longstanding newspaper/broadcast cross-ownership rule, among 

related matters. This rule bars common ownership of a broadcast station and a daily newspaper in the 
1 MACPA is a nonprofi t incorporated association of independently owned and operated publishers of free community papers, 
serving communities in the Mid-Atlantic region, including Pennsylvania, Ohio, New Jersey, New York, Maryland, Virginia, West 
Virginia and Washington, D.C. MACPA’s board of directors are joined with the directors of the following state, regional and 
national associations of free paper publishers in adopting and fi ling with the FCC, resolutions opposing alteration of the current 
Newspaper/Broadcast Cross-ownership Ban: Association of Free Community Papers, Mid-West Free Community Papers, Wis-
consin Community Papers, Southeast Advertising Publishers Association, Free Community Papers of New England, Community 
Papers of Michigan, Free Community of New York, and the Independent Free Papers of America (see Exhibits). Collectively, 
these associations represent the free community publishing industry.
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2 FCC v. Pottsville Broadcasting Co., 309 U.S. 134, 137 (1940).
3 See Comments of Daily News, L.P. at 11.
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same market. 47 C.F.R. § 73.3555(d). Comments were submitted in response to this Further Notice by

numerous corporations in the newspaper publishing and broadcasting industries, trade associations, lo-

cal media outlets, churches, consumer and other advocacy groups, and a multitude of private citizens.

 Two distinct sets of opinion were expressed to the Commission regarding the longstanding 

newspaper/broadcast cross-ownership rules. Commenters with the economies of scale to leverage cross-

media acquisitions argued for lifting current regulatory safeguards. Commenters representing a broader 

range of social and economic interests and diverse perspectives, concluded that current safeguards 

remain most necessary for American society and should therefore be preserved. In this reply, MACPA 

agrees with the overwhelming majority of commenters that community interests compel the retention 

of the newspaper/broadcast cross-ownership rules.

I. Background

 The Commission is directed by the Communications Act to place the broad public interest above 

the narrow interest of the broadcasting companies. The foundation of communications policy is based 

on the understanding that “in the absense of governmental control the public interest might be subordi-

nated to monopolistic domination in the broadcasting fi eld.”2 The preservation of fair competition in the 

broadcasting industry has traditionally served as the guiding principle to balance these interests. With 

regard to preserving the broad public interest, we agree with the reasoned analysis of Daily News, L.P. 

(“Daily News”), that “consumers receive more choice, lower prices and more innovative services in 

competitive markets than they do in markets where one or more fi rms excercise market power. A market 

structure limiting the ability of one entity to own television stations and newspapers is more likely to re-

sult in vigorous competition. As the Commission has noted, the aggregation of inordinate market share 

by a small number of fi rms will tend to harm public welfare since highly concentrated markets tilt the 

proper balance of power too far in favor of some fi rms and against those who could challenge them.”3 It 

should be particularly noteworthy to the Commission that these remarks come from a daily newspaper 



4 Mark Cooper, How Bigger Media Will Hurt Pennsylvania: A Report On Pennsylvania Media Markets and the Impact of 
Newspaper/TV Cross-Ownership Mergers, McGannon Communications Research Center, October 2006. “The results are 
stark. In every case, we fi nd that Pennsylvania citizens already face highly concentrated markets with few choices of news and 
views. Possible mergers would only make matters worse, risking both localism and democracy. Even in Philadelphia, one of 
the largest and least concentrated markets in the country, any cross-media merger involving the top two fi rms would increase the largest and least concentrated markets in the country, any cross-media merger involving the top two fi rms would increase the largest and least concentrated markets in the country, any cross-media merger
concentration in excess of the Department of Justice and Federal Trade Commission Merger Guidelines. In the smaller mar-
kets, the outlook is even worse.” Note: Cooper’s analysis and conclusions were consistent in related reports on media markets 
in Arkansas, California, Florida, Maine, Michigan, Montana, Ohio, Oregon, Texas, Virginia and Washington.
5 See Comments of Daily News, L.P. at 11. 
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with the suffi cient economy of scale to leverage cross-media acquisitions, operating in one of the rare 

media markets served by competing daily newspapers.

 The atypical New York market serves as contrast to the majority of media markets, where inor-

dinate market share is currently held by the natural monopoly daily newspaper. As detailed in the recent 

analysis of Mark Cooper, in virtually all American communities, any single cross-media acquisition 

would lead to an aggregation of market share for the merged entity well above Department of Justice 

and Federal Trade Commission Guidelines.4 The market power achieved through size, range, scope and 

economic force is not the only resulting factor sought by proponents of such combinations. Missing 

from the comments of those advocating the abolishment of current safeguards, but duly noted by certain 

commenters favoring fair competition, is the full and dangerously anti-competitive potential of their 

vertical integration ambitions.

 The Daily News accurately calls attention to the fact that “a cross-media conglomerate has the 

ability to ‘bundle’ packages of advertising vehicles to potential advertisers in a manner which its com-

petitors simply cannot. This creates a resulting market advantage which has the potential to unfairly 

impede competition in the media market.”5 Taken further, when used as a legal fi rewall, vertical integra-

tion signifi cantly reduces the potential for successful charges of collusion, since vertically integrated 

fi rms can disguise their breaches of collusive agreement through internal pricing structures. MACPA 

members have experienced, and so agree with, the conclusion that “in markets where there are such 

newspaper/broadcast combinations...such fi rms can be expected to employ a range of anti-competitive 

tactics such as cross-subsidization, predatory pricing, cross-promotion involving the marketing of mul-



6 See Comments of Daily News, L.P. at 11. 
7 A New Story Lead for the Newspaper Industry: Newspapers Are Succesfully Extending Their Audience Online, Scarborough 
Research, August, 2006 at 18.
8 Ibid.
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timedia advertising packages and price discrimination.”6 The proponents of cross-media consolidation 

neglected to share these ambitions in their comments to the Commission, but they are on record in com-

ments to other audiences including their peers and fi nancial backers.

 “We have the state’s largest newspaper and the state’s most watched TV station pointing people 

to the site every day....It has just been a constant drumbeat of promotion, telling people that azcen-

tral.com is the place to go. Our aggressve promotion...really helped us,” explained Mike Coleman to 

Scarborough Research.7 Mr. Coleman is the vice president of digital media for the Arizona Republic 

and KPNX-TV, the NBC affi liate in the waivered Phoenix market. Praise for the advantages of mar-

ket power achieved through cross-ownership, and the corresponding leveraged aggregation of market 

share is echoed in a “grandfathered” market. In Tampa, bundled packages and cross-media promotions 

are effectively maximized to thwart competition. Tampa Tribune’s market development director, Ted 

Stasney, states: “Our parent company also owns WFLA-TV, the NBC affi liate in the Tampa Bay area, 

so TBO.com has the distinction of having both newspaper and television convergence partners....This 

gives us tremendous promotional strength and ability to do frequent cross-promotions with our multi-

media partners.”8

II. Goal of Cross-media Consolidation Commenters

 We submit that the ultimate goal of those advocating the abolishment of current safeguards is 

the power that comes after effective competition is neutralized by all means. It is the ability to hold 

demand hostage to the will of the aggregator of coveted supply, otherwise described as the ability to 

set prices at will. Although that might be the desire of many business owners, in most industries the 

idea could only ever remain a dream. Mass media ownership is intrinsically different, and the responsi-

bilities of the Commission to the broadest public interest in this proceeding are monumental. The fi fth 



9 E-mail correspondence from Mark Cooper, September 20, 2006.
10 Oral comments at the Commission Hearing in Nashville, December 11, 2006.
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Review of the Radio Industry, a comprehensive update to the FCC’s own Media Ownership Working 

Group Study No. 12, made unceremoniously public only this September, reveals that the signifi cant 

removal of FCC enforceable safeguards on radio station ownership has been a disremoval of FCC enforceable safeguards on radio station ownership has been a disremoval of aster for diversity of 

ownership, a homogenizing force on programming and an economic hardship for dependent advertis-

ers. The Telecommunications Act of 1996, which decapitated local and national radio ownership limits 

for single entities, led to a furious spiral of radio station acquisitions unprecedented in history both in 

volume and in single entity concentration locally and nationally.

 The conclusions of the update to the FCC’s Media Ownership Working Group Study No. 12 were 

reportedly not made available to Commissioners during deliberations on the 2002 Biennial Regulatory 

Review, Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant 

to Section 202 of the Telcommunications Act of 1996, MB Docket No. 02-277, nor were they seemingly 

available to any petitioner in Prometheus. That body of evidence, invisible to the deliberators and there-

fore in the fi nal product of deliberations, should weigh heavier now on these proceedings. The study 

shows continuing increases in concentration and a dramatic increase in advertising rates. From March 

1996 to March 2003, the 4 fi rm concentration ratio increased from 83% to 92% nationally, but increases 

were much greater in the top 50 markets. Over the same period, radio advertising rates increased by 

87% in nominal dollars or, by Mark Cooper’s calculation about 74% in infl ation adjusted (real) dollars. 

Using a standard economic calculation for the mark-up of price above cost, the Lerner Index (L=HHI/

elasticity of demand), he estimates that two thirds of the real increase can be attributed to increased 

concentration.9

 Please consider that these are only the quantifi ed effects of intra-medium, broadcast radio con-

solidation. This outcome is the unstated but ultimate goal of deregulatory commenters, however we 

join the overwhelming majority of commenters that view this as “the canary in the coal mine.”10 To be 

certain, the results of radio consolidation were neither a mystery nor a dissappointment for those that 



11 Advertising Age magazine, February 24, 1997.
12 See Comments of Center for Creative Voices in Media, et al at 2-3et al at 2-3et al
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engineered it. The fact that they were not duly catalogued did shock many, however, as they learned 

of the information through emerging channels of access. Less than a year after the FCC’s safeguards 

collapsed, a well-placed offi cial from a separate federal agency charged with protecting free and fair 

competition generally, went on record with Advertising Age magazine. Joel I. Kline, an assistant attor-

ney general in the antitrust division, remarked on the wave of radio mergers and acquisitions. Mr. Kline 

elaborated on the discretion the Justice Department guidelines offered relating to the 40% market share 

standard and multiple large-share market players. He cited a memorandom he had personal knowledge 

of, between two merged stations, where the acquiring rival elaborates on the benefi ts of “working in 

conjunction (with the new subsidiary) to raise rates...one of the biggest reasons our rates are so low is 

the direct format competitor...simply raising our rates by 50%, which I think is possible, will accom-

plish our goal.”11

 MACPA strongly agrees with commenters who remind the Commission that our nation’s air-

waves are a public trust, and thus maintaining a license for broadcast spectrum is a privilege, not a 

right. Community interests, by law and tradition, take precedent over pure profi t. As the Center for 

Creative Voices in Media, et al reinforce: “The et al reinforce: “The et al Prometheus Court held that the Commission errone-

ously reviewed the regulations by applying a presumption in favor of eliminating or relaxing the rules.  

Prometheus Radio Project, 373 F.3d at 394-395; see also Cellco P’ship v. FCC, 357 F.3d 88, 98 (D.C. 

Cir. 2004).  The Court made clear that the Commission is under no presumptive obligation to either 

relax or eliminate the rules. Prometheus Radio Project, 373 F.3d at 394-395.  In fact, to comply with the 

Court’s directive, the Commission’s decision must benefi t ‘the public interest and support its decision 

with a reasoned analysis.’  Id. at 395.”12 We urge the Commission to consider the public interest in the 

new light of the fi fth Review of the Radio Industry, and to restore reasoned analysis in future working 

models of the local marketplace.



12 See Comments of Newspaper Asociation of America at 89.
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III. Defi ning The Local Marketplace: Communities v. Abstractions

 MACPA joins with commenters who implore the Commission to view local media markets as 

distinct functioning communities, and not as absolute abstractions. As we all saw in Prometheus, real 

places, with real people, engaged and fueled by real media outlets, functioning in real local economies, 

can be so rendered by abstraction, and redefi ned by equation to appear on paper as their near antith-

esis. Thus, the Diversity Index may have once looked to some as a plausible and convenient tool for 

viewing media usage in local communities, but the Prometheus Court, and near consensus of current 

commenters, call for either its revision or removal. The Newspaper Asociation of America (“NAA”) 

offers a remedy that would not only abandon the Diversity Index, it would do away with the constructs 

of competitive position in their entirety. Under their proposal, even the Herfi ndahl-Hirschman Index 

(“HHI”) and the Merger Guidelines issued by the U.S. Department of Justice and the Federal Trade 

Commission would be scrapped. They ask the Commission to look at the local marketplace through the 

wildly subjective lens of “adequate variety,” rather than quantifi able “market share.” NAA suggests: 

“Dispensing with the Diversity Index, the FCC can greatly simplify its analysis in this proceeding by 

focusing on whether consumers in individual media markets have a suffi cient number of local news and 

informational outlets available to them to ensure that they will be well-informed and exposed to a vari-

ety of viewpoints.  So long as local audiences have an adequate variety of local news and informational 

choices at their disposal, the relative audience reach, market share, or popularity of one outlet versus 

another should be irrelevant.”12

 MACPA vehemently objects to this proposal, which we view as a dishonest attempt to redefi ne 

local marketplace competition to infi nity. Neither our member publishers nor their member publishers 

approach advertisers with the proposition that they invest their advertising dollars with their publica-

tions because the “relative audience reach” does not matter. Advertisng is not successfully sold, nor are 

corresponding results for advertisers delivered, based on fl uff of mere adequacy and total avoidance of 



13 See Comments of Newspaper Asociation of America at 11.
14 See Media Bureau Staff Research Paper Number 10, Media Ownership Working Group , On the Substitutability of Local Newspaper, 
Radio, and Television Advertising in Local Business Sales, September, 2002, at 3.
15 Id at 11.Id at 11.Id
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the construct of market share. 

 At the same time, NAA would like the Commission to resurrect similar “reasoned analysis” 

based in theory on maket share, that purports to describe the forms of media under current consider-

ation as separate, distinct and non-competing markets. They cite their own arguments and an FCC study 

riddled with critical caveats: “based on the conclusions of one of the MOWG studies and extensive 

information submitted by commenters, the FCC determined that most advertisers simply ‘do not view 

newspapers, television stations, and radio stations as close substitutes.’  Accordingly, the Commission 

found that elimination of the ban could not ‘adversely affect competition in any product market.’ No 

party directly challenged this aspect of the FCC’s 2003 Order.”13 In fact, we do challenge this argument 

as well as the underlying data and assertions that fed Media Ownership Working Group study number 

10, On the Substitutability of Local Newspaper, Radio, and Television Advertising in Local Business 

Sales. The academic language of its summary conclusion, “estimated elasticities of substitution and the 

estimated ordinary cross-price elasticitites suggest weak substitutability between local media,”14 betrays 

the words and deeds of merchants on Main Street.

 The conclusions are also undermined by the study’s own recognition that the data are problem-

atic: “The following caveat must be acknowledged when considering this study in communications 

policy. There are limitations inherent in the underlying data. For example, local radio ad expenditures 

are not total expenditures on radio within a DMA because total local radio revenue is not reported. In 

addition, local newspaper ad expenditures are constructed through an allocation process that introduces 

some degree of error.”15 In fact, there is much more than “some degree of error,” where units of cost per 

point (“CPP”) are forced into equivalence with Standard Advertising Units (“SAU”), without recogni-

tion of the existence of prevailing contract rates or even a cross check of airtime or lineage actually sold. 

Further, expenditures for entire local business categories were possibly ignored, as classifi ed advertis-

ing revenue was not factored into the equation. These critical categories include, but are not limited to, 



16 See Media Bureau Staff Research Paper Number 10, Media Ownership Working Group , On the Substitutability of Local Newspaper, 
Radio, and Television Advertising in Local Business Sales, September, 2002, at 11.
17 See MediaNews Group Interactive, Finding Revenue Opportunities by Working with Competitors, presented at PNA Annual Conven-
tion, November 2, 2006. Referencing “Dealer Associations Advertising Expenditures,” MediaNews Group Interactive had no apparent 
trouble in obtaining cross-media spending details for the Albany/Schenectady/Troy area automobile dealer association, which clearly 
demonstrate the substitutability of local newspapers, radio and television staions. We urge the Commission to seek purchasing data from 
concerned advertisers and their rade associations in future analysis of local advertising and construction of local media markets.
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automotive, real estate and recruitment.

 We submit that the fl aws in determining elasticity run deeper, as the hodgepodge of admittedly 

incomplete underlying data are furnished by proprietary providers as well as by the same trade as-

sociations seeking to eliminate cross-ownership rules. Moreover, simply dividing a sample market’s 

incomplete advertising expenditures by number of “establishments” recognised in fi ve year old U.S. 

Census Bureau surveys to achieve a “representative local business,”16 would seemingly translate into a 

representation of no particular business at all. Dividing the sum of advertising allocations of an ortho-

dontist that spends no money and a furniture store that spends lots, by their sample number of two, may 

give you an average, but it won’t describe advertising decisions and media competition on Main Street, 

America.

 Plugging incongruous numbers into a convoluted formula that obscures real world advertising 

decision making and expenditures can be made to suggest on paper that a local car dealer, advertising in 

the local newspaper, while airing on local radio and television stations, is statistically doing all or none 

of the above. Anybody that has actually sold media, and encountered their counterparts from compet-

ing media on real world sales calls, knows experientially that newspapers compete with radio stations 

who compete with television stations for the same advertising dollars in the same local marketplace. 

Trade associations representing the advertiser side of this equation maintain credible databases relating 

to their membership’s advertising expenditures by medium,17 and a broad survey from this consumer 

data will surely yield more credible results, refl ective of the intense cross-media competition in the local 

marketplace. 

 At the same time, the Commission must also be critically aware of potential internal bias toward 

predetermned policy objectives. Simply put, the policy must fi t the data rather than fi nding data to fi t 

the policy. We respectfully raise this issue, in particular, in response to one of the recently released draft 



18 FCC draft paper, Summary of Ideas on Newspaper-Broadcast Cross-Ownership, Leslie M. Marx, June 15, 2006 at 3.
19 Id. at 5.
20 Id. at 7-8.
21 Id. at 11.
22 Id. at 13-14.
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papers, Summary of Ideas on Newspaper-Broadcast Cross-Ownership. Attributed to then FCC Chief 

Economist, Leslie M. Marx, June 15, 2006. In the fi rst sentence of the introduction, it states the clear 

objective, “how the FCC can approach relaxing newspaper-broadcast cross-ownership restrictions,”18 

and offers what could be considered a blueprint for the manufacturing of data and studies to support the 

stated policy objective. This paper was released internally only one week before the public announce-

ment of the current Rulemaking, and it appears to offer strategy, theory and even talking points, to 

elaborate a predetermined conclusion. Also troubling is the fact that it even relies on a report submitted 

by Media General, a commenter in this very Rulemaking, advocating the lifting of current regulatory 

safeguards.

 To summarize the Summary of Ideas on Newspaper-Broadcast Cross-Ownership: All markets 

can possibly be described as needing relaxation of current rules, either because they are competitive or 

because they fi t the newly minted paradigm “at-risk” of losing even more news.19 It proposes raising the 

currently recognised competitive threshold to at least 3700 HHI based on historical probability of an ac-

tual FTC challenge20, dramatically redefi ning many markets as competitive. This leaves the remaining 

set of non-competitive markets needing an even more convoluted rationale for cross-media mergers: 

Such mergers will save them from the threat of losing even more news!21 They can now be considered  

“at-risk,” and six actual “talking points”22 are offered to market the new “at-risk” paradigm. The report 

then offers specifi c studies which could be construed as a means to buttress the a priori conclusions.

 We submit that the lessons from Prometheus and the duty to the greater public interest should 

direct the Commission away from predetermined policy outcomes, and back to an objective observa-

tion of the local community marketplace, where 98.9% of cities have one daily newspaper, cross-media tion of the local community marketplace, where 98.9% of cities have one daily newspaper, cross-media tion of

rivals really compete and media ownership is in fact highly concentrated now. We assert that this also 

compells the recognition that the sphere of the internet, as it applies to local markets, is a most success-

ful brand extension of the largest and most successful media properties in those markets.



23 See Comments of Newspaper Asociation of America at 22, “the scarcity rationale can no longer be relied upon,” and at 64, “The and at 64, “The and at
transformative impact that the Internet has had on the media marketplace....(and the) Internet’s rapid emergence as a global communica-
tions powerhouse has, in fact, made total hash of the Commission’s historic arguments....predicated on an understanding that there was a 
physical limitation in the number of channels that could be allocated to any given community....(and) on the fact that,‘there are substan-
tially more individuals who want to broadcast than there are frequencies to allocate’....In the age of the Internet, the reverse is true—i.e., 
the demand for capacity is consistently lower than the supply. Moreover, the Internet has a demonstrated ability to expand its capacity to 
keep pace with rapidly growing demand.”
24 Id. at 55. 
25 See Project for Excellence in Journalism, The State of the New Media 2006: An Annual Report on American Journalism, A Day in the 
Life of the News, http://stateofthemedia.org/2006/narrative_daymedia_intro.asp?cat=1&media=2.
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IV. The Internet: Hyperbole, Technology and Red Herrings

 To start, any consideration of the internet and its role in this Rulemaking, must fi rst attempt to 

cut through the hyperbole and energetic language offered by certain commenters. Perhaps the most 

dramatic comments come from the NAA, in which they assert that the internet has actually made the 

broadcast spectrum somehow less scarce,23 while they offer tempered acknowledgement of the fact 

that newspapers are indeed innovating and harnessing this technology.24 It would seem that if Internet 

technologies were so transformational as to regenerate broadcast spectrum, and the act of leveraging its 

properties not unduly restricted by regulation, and while such rewards are admittedly being harvested,  

arguments to overturn the rules relating to mature media should be abandoned in favor of focusing all 

energies on maximizing current success in internet ventures.

 The fact that cerain commenters in the print and broadcast industries are still arguing for the 

opportunity to cross-merge, is a tacit admission that they do recognise their continued relevance and 

market dominance even in this new world where computers and gadgets are interconnected in real time. 

As the Project for Excellence in Journalism recently concluded: “‘The Internet,’ we found, describes a 

technology, not a style of media or a set of values or even a journalistic approach. The seven news Web 

sites we monitored varied widely — from Google’s emphasis on speed and bulk to Yahoo’s focus on 

navigability to a local TV news station’s site, largely a portal for advertising copy. Many of the most 

popular sites also remain largely a stepchild of print and wire-service content, especially the so-called 

Internet-only sites that produce no copy of their own. As a result, while the Internet has added more 

outlets from which to choose, it has not, our study suggests, added new topics to the agenda.”25



26 See www.borrellassociates.com, memorandum re: Growth of Local Online Advertising, January 28, 2005. In addition to local traffi c, 
“Daily newspapers remain the largest single shareholder of local Internet advertising and appear to be maintaining that share amid the 
brisk growth” at 2
27 See editorandpublisher.com, 3 Top Publishers Plan Joint Web Ad Buys, January 10, 2007.
28 See http://www.careerbuilder.com/share/aboutus/profi le_history.aspx
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 The Internet is a word that most accurately describes an evolving technology, and habits of users 

of this technology can be tracked. Doing so, in the context of local media markets, locally generated 

content and traffi c from local citizens to that content converge overwhelmingly at the internet sites 

owned and operated by the local newspaper, television stations and radio stations.26 These local Internet 

sites are brand extensions of the dominant local media providers, and the content is both a refl ection and 

an extension of the fl agship properties. Local entities create local content, thus they are the generating 

source of said information. Certain commenters have persistently blurred this important distinction. The 

Internet, by itself, does not generate content, and the “internet” as an ambiguous noun is not a “source.” 

Online is not a place, but a particular website is virtually.

 It follows that the statement: “More and more people are getting their news online,” tells a 

partial and misleading truth. When all due local consideration is given, the statement becomes, with 

marginal exceptions: “More people who choose to get their local news online, actually get it from the 

website of their dominant daily newspaper, and otherwise from their local television or radio stations.” 

While the local internet traffi c to local news websites overwhelmingly favors media properties owned 

by the commenters united for cross-media consolidation, their global online partnerships and ventures 

have solidifi ed their regional and national dominance of emerging, and increasingly lucrative internet 

platforms. 

 The latest such online venture involves three of the nation’s largest newspaper conglomerates, 

who are already familiar to each other from previous online merging. According to Editor & Publisher, 

“Gannett Co., McClatchy Co., and Tribune Co. are said to be considering a plan to allow clients to buy 

Web site advertising for all three companies in one deal....the effort aims to attract big, national adver-

tisers like car companies for Internet display ads....Through the joint effort, advertisers only will need to 

negotiate one deal instead of going to each company or newspaper.”27 These same three together already 

share the controling interest in CareerBuilder.com28 and also join with Belo Corp., and The Washington 



29 See http://classifi edventures.com
30 See www.realcities.com
31 See Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q of Yahoo! Inc. for the quarter ended September 30, 2006, as fi led with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, November 3, 2006 at 43.
32 See Comments of Newspaper Asociation of America at 47.
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Post Co., in the ownership of Classifi ed Ventures, LLC, the parent of Cars.com, Apartments.com, Rent-

alHomesPlus.com and Homescape.com29 These conglomerated website ventures dominate their respec-

tive categories in traffi c and advertising revenue, and by itself, McClatchy Co.’s division, McClatchy 

Interactive, with its Real Cities Network, cites Nielsen Net Ratings, March 2006, to demonstrate that 

their network is the “most popular online news source.”30

 Given the newspapers’ enviable position in the new world of the Internet, both locally and na-

tionally, it is hard to regard alarmist comments regarding threats from the so-called Goliaths, Yahoo! 

and Google, as anything but red herrings. The recent cooperative agreements between the print industry 

and these new media giants notwithstanding, the real and imagined threats come more from the capital 

markets than from the local media markets they serve. A most interesting counterpoint can be found in 

Yahoo! Inc.’s recent Quarterly Report to the Securities and Exchange Commission, where they offer 

sober guidance to their investors: “We face signifi cant competition from traditional media companies 

which could adversely affect our future operating results. We also compete with traditional media com-

panies for advertising. Most advertisers currently spend only a small portion of their advertising budgets 

on Internet advertising. If we fail to pursuade existing advertisers to retain and increase their spending 

with us and if we fail to pursuade new advertisers to spend a portion of their budget on advertising with 

us, our revenues could decline and our future operating results could be adversely affected.”31

 In light of the practical realities of current ownership, contined market dominance, and the 

pending anti-competitive prospect of enhanced cross-media promotion and advertising sales, we must 

reach the opposite conclusion of the NAA as it comments: “In particular, given the meteoric rise of 

highly localized websites and online citizen journalism, the FCC should have no diffi culty on remand 

establishing a complete record on the vital role that the Internet plays in the local marketplace for news 

and information.”32 As detailed, the Internet is not a source in itself, and is predominantly another exten-

sion of the same players on the most local level. As for so-called “citizen journalism,” it will provide 
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another cost-cutting tool, as it is fully harvested into inexpensive, copyright free content. However, we 

respectfully submit to the Commission that, beyond hyperbole and red herrings, there is nothing in the 

“Internet” arguments we have read that compells anything but the preservation of current regulatory 

safeguards on cross-media ownership.

V. Conclusion: Preserving Fair Competition

Any tampering with the newspaper-broadcast cross-ownership rules will most certainly trigger 

an unprecedented wave of cross-media consolidation, strangling the remaining competition and putting 

local economies at serious risk. The recent merger challenge history of the DOJ and FTC, duly noted by 

former FCC economist Marx, ensures that not much will stand in their way. MACPA and the free com-

munity paper industry compete with the proponents of cross-media consolidation every day on Main 

Street. We keep Guttenberg’s print legacy alive and relevant, embracing free and fair competition often 

from the short end of the stick. 

 In doing so we provide a service to our communities and an essential resource for local busi-

ness, the lifeblood of our collective economies. We submit that the more some things have changed the 

more some things stay the same, including the trend toward greater consolidation in local media. As 

ownership shrinks to fewer and fewer capitalized concerns, some argue for new cross-media acquisi-

tion opportunities. Even as they lament their stock prices, they propose pulling local media from com-

munity reliance and subjecting them to the same whims of Wall Street. Faceless shareholders replace 

community stakeholders, and the fi duciary responsibilities to the parent company take precedence over 

the needs, concerns and values of the community.

 Moreover, as the NAA laments “heavy-handed government regulation of the media,” they fail 
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to mention their own successful pleas for privileged statutory protection. Those heavy-handed, legal-

ized marketplace advantages include the Newspaper Preservation Act, Periodicals Mail Privileges and 

in most states, the exclusive market on government mandated advertising, known as Legal and Public 

Notice. From our position in the local media landscape, we contend that the current level of concentra-

tion in local media markets makes the ban on newspaper-broadcast cross-ownership more critical now 

than when it was fi rst enacted. We urge the Commission to preserve these vital safeguards.
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       Respectfully Submitted,
       Mid-Atlantic Community Papers Association

       By: James M. Haigh
       Government Relations Consultant
       427 Ridge Street
       Emmaus, PA  18049

       Its Consultant

January 16, 2007
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